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I looked bnefly at the draft report dated December 1995 and have the followmg comments 

Groundwater plumes shown m Figures 4-1 and 4-1 are not identdied and there 
appears to be only a casual relah-p these fi- and the plume descnphons presented 
m sechon 4 2 of the text and the plume ranhngs presented m section 4-3 of the text For 
example there are four green shaded amis on Figwe 4 2 eight plume descnpttons 
presented m sechon 4-2 and ten plume ranlungs m &chon 4 3 

Furthermore there appears to be a dsconnect between the plumes descnbed m &chon 4 of 
the report, and the descnphon of groundwater flow at the ate presented m -on 2 (1 e 
'Groundwater m the UHSU preferentdy flows along preauhng channels cut mto 

bedrock 

To make sense of all ths  I would expect that &?chon 2 would mclude a map showmg the 
d e h h n g  of vanous groundwater watershed boundar~es at the ate as well as the 
duechon(s) of groundwater flow wthm those watershed boundar~es Thw: mformahon 
when overlam on by the sha&d amis presented m figure 4-1 would produce a 
number of plumes that can d y  idenhf i i  labeled and ranked 

S-on 1 presents the 
ate Trouble IS I don t see the connechon between this mfoomahon and the propused 

rankmg groundwater plumes m k u o n  4 3 

and proposed future land uses for vmous areas of the 

For example you don t use kntended land use as a cntem for 

Actually the proposed &e V m  confuses the whole mue of khat to do with 
contammated groundwater says (to me) None of the land uses proposed for 
the site would preclude the future use of groundwater 
me) Use of onsite groundwater wdl not be allowed Thus the 
appears to be mcomstent wth the &E V a  

As an added comphcahon, neither figue 1 1 nor the text prowde d e h h o n  of omte 
(where groundwater use IS prohbited) versus offsite (where groundwater use is 
allowed) 

says (to 

S m o n  2 describes the bedrock umt at the site as both an aqufer (1 e the LHSU wth 
sufficient water to support h t e d  house hold use m selected locahons ) and an aqwtard 

(1 e 
hke to belreve and proceed forward mth the aqutard' mterpretahon, I find it hard to 
beheve that somewhedsomehow there Isn t some kmd of hydraulic connechon between 

'the LSHU effectively acts as a hydraullc barner to downward flow' ) Although I d 
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the LHSUat RockFQits and the domest~c well users m the IlI1IHeQBte * &ty of Rocky 
Flats 

Thus I suggest that one component of the Groundwater Strategy should be What are we 
gomg to do mth contarmnants m the LSHUS Thmk about it, the 'outer Buffer Zone 
where unrestricted land use and @resumably) groundwater use IS allowed IS utuated only 
a stones throw' from the groundwater plumes shown on Figure 4-1 

Section 3 mtroduces Tier I and Tier 11 achon levels 'Ilus whole presentahon IS really 
confmng There are no figum or tables m Appendm C and no c k  d€%crIphOn ttl the 
text of what 1s bemg proposed I can t tell lf Tier VI'= 11 comsponds wth two hts of 
wells or two shaded areas on a map In either case one would expect a l o p  lmk between 
Figure 1 1  (le t h e ~ a n d E g u ~ e C ~ ~ ( t e  themapdehneatmgTierUhrII 
areas) There should also be dtscusslon m the text presentmg ths relatmndup 

I thmk I understand what IS meant by aTEr 11 d w e l l  i e a 1 0 * M U  exceedame 
would trigger addhond momtomg and (pomt~ally) a med~d achon I don t mdemtand 
at all what IS meant by a Tux I d w e l t  As presented, a 100 * M U  adce would 
tngger an evduahon to detemune If remedud achon 1s nexxmuy To me t h ~ ~  prov~des no 
gudance/duechon whatsoevex We re CUrrentIy m the evduahon mode and the 

anyone supposed to assess If the r e m a  achons desenbed m %chon 7 are adequate, 
necessary and appropmte7 

should attempt to lead us out of the dark and rnto the hght. How IS 

Secbon 4 descllbes potential remedml technolog~es identdies plumes and ranks them I 
have a problem wth  the 'Groundwater Remedmbon subsectmn Fmt, it seems 
mappropmte to be tallung about 'how to rem&& gromdwakf when Secbon 3 f a  to 
idenh€j cleanup requltements -or even the need to take acaon Second the A s s w n p ~ ~ ~ ~  
sechon proposes 1) source removal (presumably sods) 2) contamment, and 3) passive 
bamers It seems really strange that convenuod technologtes for VOAs m 
groundwater i e  sodvaporextrachcmand 'pumpandtreat axeexcluded Thud the 
proposed technology for OU7 (Le pasave cokchon and treatment) has nothmg to do 
wth groundwater plume remahaaon What we re domg at OU7 IS an 18 month long 
temporary cleanup of a surface water seep Nothmg wdl be done to r e m a t e  the 
groundwater 

The Plume Rankmg subsechon IS mmeshng However it confuses the whole concept 
bemg proposed Wdl we take achon at a plume because one of the 'two-trer -on levels 
m Sechon 3 2 1s exceeded, or wdl we take achon at apluxne because it ranks htgh on the 
pnonty kt7 

Secbon 6 IS uled Conceptual Schedule however not a smgle date IS presented It s 
probably more appropnate to call thu sechOn a 'Coriceptud Sequence 

If you bekve the first sentence of thu semon the whole concept of 'two her achon levels 
has no bearing on what gets done at the site Furthemoxe I have M e  confidence that the 
achons idenhfied wdl bnng the site mto comphnce wth those 'two ter $chon levels' 
(whatever they are) 

S d o n  7 mcludes the sentence 'The followmg proposed conceptual acaons would be 
the dmct mult  of app lpg  the achon levels for groundwater ~ m b h O n  wthm the 
framework of the ate mion 
mean wth no map of where Tier I an B II areas are located mth a conceptual schedule 
that uses pnonty ranlung (not achon levels) and (potenhd) hgmment  as to a p p m p t e  

Reall 77 With no defimon of what the aChOn levels 
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